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ABSTRACT

Three studies were designed to explore the pattern of
scores on the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children (K-ABC) by 18
students in elementary level learning disability (LD) resource
programs (Study 1), 133 elementary level students referred for
learning problems (Study 2), and 67 elementary students referred for
severe learning disabilities (Study 3). Conclusions drawn from
results of all three studies are as follows: consistent or
characteristic patterns of performance on the K-ABC for LD children
are lacking; the factor distinguishing students referred and
subsequently identified as LD and those not identified as LD is
usually a discrepancy between the Achievement (ACH) standard score
and the Mental Processing Composite score on the K-ABC; global scores
may camouflage similarities or differences in actual subtest
performance between groups of students; the K-ABC Achievement scale
does not represent a unitary trait for students with learning
problems; the majority of studies with LD students reveal mean
simultaneous (SIM) processing scores greater than mean sequential
(SEQ) scores; in contrast to the standardization sample, a large
proportion of students with learning problems exhibited equal
simultaneous and sequential processing scores; when a processing
preference was shown by LD students, the SIM-SEQ pattern was most
likely; LD students exhibit a similar pattern of subtest scores as
learning problem students but with lower achievement levels. (DB)
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The d:agnosis of learning disabilities (LD) 1n children
continues to be a controversal endeavor as definitions gf LD vary
widely and school districte employ a diversity of i1dentificatiaon
procedures (Ysseldyke, Algazzine % Z:ps, 1983). Althcough criter;a
tor placement 1n these programs are not Consistent, many districts
utilize a discrepancy model based an differences between the
child’s ability, as measured by an 1ndividual intelligence test,
and achievement,.

Numerous studies have attempted to tdentify differences
between LD and non-LD students as well as characteristic profiles
of the LD student with mixed and sometimes cantradictory recultsg
being reported. Some studies (e.q. Algozzine & Ysseldyke, 1987)
report no differences between students identified as LD and low
achieving students while other researchers (e.g. Kaufman, 1979;
report characteristic patterns of performance on the Wechsler
Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R). 4 recent
meta-analysis of 94 such studies using the Wechsler Scales
concluded that "ng recategorization, profile, factor clusier, or
pattern showed a significant difference between learning disabled
and normal samples” (Kavale & Forness, 1984, p. 136). The majority
cf these studies, however, have been characterized by small
samples, use of previously identified LD students, lack of control
groups, failure to control for length of time 1n LD program or

tailure to consider severity of the handicap.
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Since the i1ntroduct:on of the btaufman Assessment Battery for
Children (K-ABC; A. Kaufman % M. Haufman, 1983), a scale designed
to meacure 1ntelligence and achievement 1n children ages 2 1/2 to
12 1/2, additional studies of LD studentz havae been conducted. The
authers of the K-P"BC define intelligence as "an individual ‘s gtyle
of solving problems and processing i1nfornation” (A. Faufman ¥ N.
Kaufman, 1982, p. 2) and ascert that “"low levels of sequential or
successive processing may be associated with poor reading
performance for mentally retarded and learning disabled chilidren®

(A. Kaufman % N. Faufman, 1987, p. 11).

Validity studies 1n the Interpretive Manual of the V-aRC

indicated that LD stucents abtained Simultanegus (SIM) processing
standard scores approximately 2Z-5 points higher than Sequential
(SEQ) processing scores. Several of the studies also fogund egual
proportions of SEQ > SIM and SIM ; SED patterns among the cstudents.
Recent studies examining LD studerts’ performance on t5e '-ABEC
and cother measures (Haddad, 1984, April; ¥landerman, Fernev ¥
¥roeschell, 1983; Naglier:, 1984, April, 1985; daglier:y % Haadad
19845 A. Obrzut, J. Obrzut % Shaw, !984) have dorucsnt=a & strong
relationchip getween tne Mental Processing Comoositz (MPC) an tne
K~ABL ara the Full Scale IO (FSI0) on the WISC-R (r = .71 toc .B85;.
Most of tne studies have alsoc failed to find consistent SED-SIM
processing differences for LD students as a group. In addition,
the Achievement {ACH) standard score has usually been 4-10 points

lower than the MFC for LD students. Recent critiques of the ¥-ABC
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tactor structure (Bracken, 1985; Keith, 1985) have questioned the
legitimacy of Interpreting the entire cluster of ACH ¢ -tests as a
distinct factor. I[n fact, kaufman (1987} described several
achievement subtegts (Riddles, Expressive Vocabulary, Faces &
Flaces and Ar:thmetic) ac being similar to verbal meacures on other
tests and Keirth (1985) indicated that at age levels 5 and 7
achievement subtests did not load on a separate factor, Recently,
Kamphe . and Reynolds (1987) have proposed a division of the K-ABC
Achievement Scale i1nto a Reading Composite score (composed of
Reading/Decoding and Readxng/Understandxng) and a Verbal
Intelligence Composite score (composed of Expressive Vocabulary,
Faces ¥ Places, Riddles and Arithmetic) as an alternative approach
toc the single ACH score.

These 1ssues, however, have usually been examined using
previously identified LD students or students without academ:c
difficulties. Therefore, three studies were designed to exzplore
the pattern of scores on the K-ABC cbtained by students in LD
resource programs (Study 1), students referred for learniug
problems (Study 2) and students referred for severe learning
disabilities {Study 3.

Study 1
This study wasg designed to examine the pattern of performance

on the K-ABC by a group of cstudents previously diagnosed as LD.
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Subjects. The sample consisted of 18 students (11 males and 7
females) diagnoced as LD 1n a suburban, midwestern elementary
school serving a predominantiy middle class population. The
parents of all 22 LD students 1n the pregram were asrked tc
participate 1n the study, yrelding a participation rate of 82%.

The students ranged 1n age from 8 years, & months to 1! years,
10 months with a <ean sge of 10 years, 5 months. Each student had
been diagnosed previousiy as LD based on a discrepancy between
ability, as measured by an 1ndividuail intelligence tect (the WISC-R
in most cases), and achievement. The decision to place students in
the LD program was made by a child study team. Each studen:
teceived Ly services on a resource basis for periods ranging from
helf an hour to two hours per day.

Brocedure, Each student was administered the k-ABC by school
psychologists trained in the administration of both tests. Pearson
product moment correlations were calculated for the global scales
and subtests of the K-ABC. Due to restriction in range, the
ccrrelations were corrected using a procecure developed by Guilford
(1934). T-tests {or related sample wer2 also performed on the
global standard scores of the K-ABC to accertain significant

differences i1n performance patterns,
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Resultc. Mean scores on the global scales were all in the
-verage range and ranged from 95.78 an Achievement (ACH) to 102.33
on Simultaneous Processing (SIM}). These results are reported 1n

Table 1,

Pearson product moment correlatione were calculated for the
global scales of the K-aABC and corrected for restriction in range

using a procedure developed by Builford (1954). These results are

presented in Table 2,

The rasults in Table 2 suggest that the SIM and SEQ@ scales are
Measuring different aspects of intelligence for this group of LD
students. Although both scales are highly related to overall
intelligence (MPC), their relatianship to each gther 1S minisal (r
= .06} and lower than the carrelations reported for the

standardization sample in the Interpretive Manual and for ather

studies of LD students {e.g. Lyon & Smith, 198s; Naglier: & Haddaa,
1984; Saith, Lyon, Hunter & Boyd, in press). 1In addition, the ACH
scale seems to be measuring betaviar that ig different from that

measured by the mental processing scales as the correlations range

from .18 to .48 so that a maximum of 257 of the variance 1s
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predicted by the ACH/MFC relationsh.p.

T-tests for related samples were performed on the global
standard scores of the K-ABC to ascertain significant differences
in performance patterns. Significant differences were noted for
SIM-SEQ ft (17) = 2.5z, P .03} with the mean SIM scare § points
higher than the mean SEQ score. Both a SIM > SEQ pattern (Kaufman
% Mciean, 1984) and a SE@ ) SIM pattern (Klanderman et al., 1985;
Naglieri & Haddad, 1984) have been found in studies of LD students.
While the difference were not significant 1n previous studies, the
difference is significant in the present study.

Highest mean s-ores were on Gestalt Closure (11.8) and Photo
Series (10.6) with lowest amean scores on Hand Movaments (8.8) and
Word Order (8.5). On the Achievement Scale, the highest pesn
scores were on Riddles (100.7) and keading/Understanding (97.1)
with lowest mean scores on Arithmetic (93.8) and Reading/Decoding
(94.6). For the aost part these results are consistent with tne LD

profile presented in the K-ABC Interpretive Manuel. Relative

strength 1n reasoning and relative weakness in achievement ang
memory/sequential process:ng are indicated.
udy 2
The purposes of the study were: (1) to examine K-ABC
performance for a sample of 2lementary-age students referrec for
learning difficulties and (2) to examine any ti1fferences 1n
perfo~mance between those students placed in LD programs and .hose

not placed i1n LD progranms.
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Method

———

Subjects. The sample consisted of 133 students (92 males and
41 females! who were newly referred for the assessment of learning
problems. The students ranged 1n age from & years tg 12 years, S
months with an average age of 8 years, I months.

Procedure. Each student was administered the K-ABC bv schgol
psychologists employed oy the schocl district. Eighty-two ctudents
(627%) were subsequently placed 1n L) programs, 48 students (34%)
were not placed in special programs, and the status of three
students (2%Z) was not reported.

Resulte

K-ABC mean global scale scores were concentrated i1n the 1low
average to average range for both the students placed in LD
programs and the students not placed in LD programs. The lowestu
score for both groups was ACH which fell 1nto the low average range
for the LD group and at the lgwer end of the average range for the
non-LD group. Mean scores, standard deviationc and range are
reported for the K-ABC global scales in Table 1. Mean scores,
standard deviations and the SiM-SEg correlationc ac well as their
correlaticns with MPC suggest that although both ccales are related
to overall mental processing, the two scales are measuring
different aspects of performance.

Correlations between individual subtests and the K-ABC global
scales were calculated. Simultanecus subtests correlated most

hichly with the SIM scale (.55 to .86), cequential cubtests
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correlated most highly with the SEQ scale (.77 to .92} and
achievement subtests correlated most highly with the ACH scale (.79
to .B6). Subtest correlations with the MFC ranged from .40 to ,82.

In order to ascertain any significant differences 1n
pertormance patterns betwesn students ptaced in LD oregranz andg
those not placed, a series of 2 by 2 analyses of varianze were
conducted with global standard scores and subtest scaled scores on
the K-ABC as dependent variables and placement and sex as
independent variables. Significant main effects by placement were
indicated on the ACH scale (F = 8.13, p ¢ .005) and on the
subtests, Arithmetic (F = 14.74, p 7 .001) and Reading/Decoding (F
= 14.20, p < ,001), with studente placed i1n LD programs producing
lower mean scores than students not placed in LD programs. No
other significant main effects and no significant interactian
effects were indicated. Since many LD programs base placement
decisions gn the discrepancy between abiiity and achievement and
aifferences in ability between the two groups was nonsignificant,
1t is not surprising that the students placed in LD progranms
exhibited significantly lower ACH scorec. The pattern of
performance on the global .cales oy both groups is depicted 1in

Figure 1.

ERIC | 10
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presented 1n Figures 2 and 3. These patterns are remarkably
similar for hoth groups. Highest K-ABC subtest scores for both
groups were Sestalt Closure and Matri: Analogies. Spatial Memory

and Photo Series were the lowest subtest scores for the non-LD
group and Hand Movements and Number Recail the lowest subtest
scores for the LD group. Very similar profiies between the twe
groups are presented with differences only in ievel of score and
this difference 1s only significant in the achi.vement area,

For this sample of students with learning difficulties, the
achievement subtests of the K-ABC may not be measuring a unitary
trait (cee Bracken, 1985; Keith, 1985). Both groups performed at a
lower level on Reading/DPcoding, Reading/Understandlng and
Arithmetic as compared to Faces % Places and Riddles. Since all
five subtests are on the sapme scale, the ATH scale may provide
higher achievement scores, especially for students placed in LD

programs, than their performance in reading or arithmetic would

indicate,

Insert Figure 2 about here

Global scale relationships for the K-ABC and WISC-R are

presented by group 1n Table 3. Chi-square analyses i1ndicated no

i1
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significant difference batween groups for the k-ABC. It 15 of
interest that the majority of students (pgth LD and non-LD)
displayed equally developed simultaneous and sequential procassing
skills. 0Of the students who displayed a preference, the vast
Majority were SED SIM for the LD 8roup and a near equai split for
the non-LD group. These results are strongly suggestive of an

absence of a ‘Naracteristic Processing pattern for cchaool

1dentified LD students ds compared to cther students with learning

difficulties,

0f the 67 LD studente with complete scores on the k-ABC and
WISC-R, 16 (2% exhibited significant differences in processing
style on the K-ABC and verbal/performance abilities on the WISC-R
while 31 (44%) displayed significant differences between global
scales on only ane of the instruments and 20 (30%) displayed no
- gnificant differences on either test. For the 41 non-LD
students, a similar pattern emcrged with the freguencrec being 3
(7%)y 24 (59%) and 14 (34%), respectively,

In order to determine if csignificant differences among global
scores existed within each group (LD, non-LD), t-tests for related
samples were performed. For the LD group, significant differences
on the K-ABC were noted for SEQ-SIM (t (75) = 3.89, g ¢ .001) and

MFC-ACH (t (46) = 4.40, p ¢ .001) with the SEQ score significantly

i2
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lower than the SIM score ana the ACH score significantly lower than
the MPC. For the nni-LD jioup, no significant differences were
-2d on the k-ARBC.

As a group the LD students revealed greater variability 1n
global scorez on the %-AEC. The:rr patterns wer2 characterizas by:
SIM scores higher than SEQ scores and MPC higher than ACH. At the
same time, the non-LD group displayed a more cons:stent pattern of
scores with ro significant differences among the globa: scales of
the k-ABC. These results might lead one to conclude that the
performance of the two groups 1s guite different, However, a
comparison of subtest performance does not support this conclusion.
The pattern of performancz :n Figures 2 and 3 is nearly i1dentical
for the two groups with the differcace being 1n the level of score.
Statistically significant ditferences are 1ndicated an anly two
subtests (Arithmetic and Reading/Decoding). The global scores,
which reflect the mean performance 1in each area, therefore,
camouflage actual subtest performance.

These results may explain the conflicting research 1n the
literature. Studies examining only global scale differerces
between schocl i1dentified LD students and non-LD students may find
significant d1fferences which gccur as the result of thez cumulative
effect of subtest differences, which individually are not
statistically significant. Studies examining subtest differences
between the twg yroups, however, may not find siynificant

di#ferances as the pattern of subtest scores is very similar for

-
o
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both groups of students. Thus, these recults emphasize the need to
examine not only global scale performance but also subtest
performance,

Summary. The two groups of students differed fram each other
on the ACH c=cale cf the | -ABL as a recult o+ lower Fericrmance aon
Arithmetic and Reading/Decoding by the students tdentifi127 as LD,
No other significant differences were indicated. As compared tc
the non-LD group, the school-identified LD students displayed
greater variability 1n global ccorec with SIM > SEQ and ACH « MPC.
The pattern of subtest scores, however, was similar with LD
students showing a somewhat greater range in scores,

The observed differences on the global scales of the V-ABC are
concistent with previcus studies of LD students and seem to reflect
the lesser developed academic skills of these ctudents. Lower
levels nf seguential praocessing and lower achievement scares,
especially 1n reading, were evident in the LD students. Both
groups exhibited lower achievement scores than ability scores with
significant differences for the LD group only. At the same time,
the global scores appear to mask the great similarity 1n pattern of
performance for both groups of students as shown by the subtest
scores 1n which only Arithmetic and Reading/Decoding represent
significant differences between the two groups.

It appears that the major criterion for placement 1n LD
programs is the ability-achievement discrepancy rather than other

criteria, such as learning style. The non-LD group displayed a

id
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more even global ccale profile with mean ccorec ranging from 990,76
to 92.54 while the LD group displayed a morz variable pattern with
mean scores ranging from 84.37 to 93.78. Subtest profiles,
however, were very similar for bhoth groups with the difference
between those placed 1n L[ arcecams and thosz not placed being cne
of magnitude cf scores.

The key difference between tiusz students placad 1n LD
Programs and those not placed was the ACH score. Style of
learning, as measured by the mental processing cubtests of the
K-ABC, was very similar for hoth groups. Thece results ctrenthen
the conclusion that minimal differences exist between school
ldentified LD students and othar students with learning
difficulties. Indeed those differences were 1n the achievement
area with students placed i1n LD zihibiting greater achievement
deficits than those not placed i1n LD progranms.

Study 3

This study was designed to examine differences 1n K-ABC
performance between referred students 1dentified as having severe
learning disabilities and students not so i1dentified.

Methed

Subjects. The subjects for the study consisted of 47 students
referred for psychological evaluation as a result of serious
acad .c or academic/behavioral problems. All of the students were
being considered for placement in a private school located in a

midwestern metropolitan area and serving severely LD students 1n

iS5
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tnat the students required full time placement 1n a pragram for LD
students. Tha subjects ranged 1n age from & to 12 1/2 years and
were 1n the first through seventh grades. Of the 47 students
referred, ST (!9 males and 17 females) were :1dent:ified as being
severely LD apd accepted for placement; the remaining 25 (2! palec
and 14 females) were d:iagnosed as having emotional or behavioral
prcilems (8], being mentally retarded (1), exhibiting attention
deficit disorder without severe learning problems (7), having
speech or language difficulties (J) or were nonhardicapped (14},
The sample for tae present study consisted of 40 males and 27
females.

Placement decisions were made by individual child study teams
whith evaluated informaticn from multiple sources and included
background 1nformation, previcus academic history, medical
evaluations, psychological/academic test results ard behavioral
cbservations,

Procedure. As a part of the diagnostic process, all 47
students were administered both the ¥-ABC and WISC-R :in
counterbalanced order as well as a variety of other instruments
according to the nature of the referral. The evaluations were
conducted by two certified school psychologists on the school
staff, hoth of whom had received training i1n WISC-R and K-ARC
administration and interpretation.

Pearson product moment correlatians were calculated on the

global standard scores of the k-ABC for each group. Chi-square

i6
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analyses were performed to euamine differences in performance
patterns. To fu: ther examine differences 1n global scores among
the students with severe learning disabilities, t-tests for related
samples were conducted.
Results

Mean MPC, SEQ and SIM scores were in the average range for
both groups of students. The mean ACH score was in the averags
range for the students without severe LD and 1n the low average
range for the severely LD group. Mean scores and standard
deviations are presented i1n Table .

The resulte of t-tests for i1ndependent samples performed on
each of the glonal standard scores MFC, SEQ, SIM, ACH} yielded no
significant differencec between the two groups of students,

The correlational results of the study are presentad 1n Table
2. These results are consistent with previous findings with LD
students. The intercorrelations range from .66 to .95. The SIiM
scale correlated more highly with the MFC than the SEQ scale, due
to the greater number of SIM subtests being correlated with
themselves as part of the MFC. The correlation between the MFC and
ACH scale (r = .71) 15 also consistent with previcus findings (e.g.
Lyon % Smith, 1985; Naglieri, 1984}, indicating that about 497 of
the variance in ACH performance can be predicted by the MPC.

The severe LD group displayed less uniform global scale

patterns on the K-ABC. Mure than twice as many severely LD

students displayed SIM/SEQ discrepancies as did the students

17
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without a severe LD (45% ve {1¥%). A chi-equare analysis of this
pattern (discrepancy vs no discrepancy) was significant with X2 (1)
= 4,45, p { .05, To further analyze these patterns, ceparate
chi-square analyses (SEQ ; SIM vs SEQ * SIM; MFC ACH vs MPC -
ACH] were pe-formed on thecz data with s1gnificant raculits chtained
for SEQ > SIM ve SEQ ¢ SIM (X2 (1) = 5,47 P+ .92, These resultes
were due to the large number of severely LD s*udenls demonstrating
a SIM > SECQ pattern.

Finally, using only the 22 students identified as severely LD,
t-tests for related samples for the SEQ/SIM comparicon (t {(3!) =
4.17 p < .001 and tne MPC/ACH comparison (t (31) = 2.99, p ¢ .0%)
were cignificent 1n the expected directions {i.e. SIM . SEDQ and MFLC

ACH).

Recent research involving LD students 1n self-contained
classes (Klanderman et al., 1985) has indicated strong, positive
correlations with SIM, SEQ and MPC. This study 15 alco supportive
of this pzttern. Likewice, the SIM-MFC and SED-MPC carrelations
were also high (r = ,95 vs r = ,88). A similar pattern was found
by Naglier: (1984) using a csample of normal and exceptional
children and by Lvon and Smith (1984 using a saaple of at-ricé
preschool children,

Although no significant differences were found between the two
groups on the global scalec of the K-ABC, i1mportant differences
were indicated in the way these scores were obtained. Twice as

many students with a severe LD displayed discrepancies as did the

i8
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students without a severe LD, For the students with severe Lh, 93%
of the SIM/SEQ discrepancies were 1n favor of SIM as compared to 0%
for the students without a severe LI, Thus, discrepancies 1n
subscale scorec were more frequent with severely LD students ac
compared tz ctudents with cimilar academic difficulziss put pat
tdentified as severely LD,

Since such discrepancies occurred in about 45% of the cases,
caution is pneeded in interpreting this tinding and using 1t 1p
individual cases. Similar patterns have been found in some studies
(e.g. Gunnicon, Masunga, Town & Moffit, 1987, Study 17; Lyon ¢
Smith, 1983; Naglier: & Pterffer, 1983, Study 33; A, Obrzut % J.
Obrzut, 1987, Study 35) while gther studiec have found
approximately equal pruportions of students with learning
disab:lities with SIM ; SED and SEQ } SIM patterns {e.g. tlanderman
et al., 1985; Naglieri & Haddad, 1984). Severity of learning
disability or type of learning dicability, therefore, may be a
teé~tor as the present study was composed of students with a history
of academic problems and this was not necessarily the case with
previous studiec.

These results raise the question as toc whether the SIM
preference of the studentc with severe learning dicabilities may
not match the instructignal approach of the traditional classroon.
A. Faufman and N. Kaufman {1982) originally hypothesized that a
preponderance of LD students might display this SINM preference.

Results of ctudies involving LD students have been incaonsictent as

i3
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there are ¢:fferences 1n classification criteria and severity.
With the present sample of students referred for severe LD, there
i1s support for this hypothesis. Studies 1 and Z, which are

descrihed 1n this paper, also provide results 1n the same direction

(43

{although statistically not significant) but u*:'::zeg Samgie
exhibiting less severe learning disabilities,

The severely LD students earned the highest mean subtest
scores on Triangles (mean = 11.0), Bestalt Closure (mean = 10.4),
Matrix Analogies (mean = 9.7) and kRiddles {mean = 8.37). Lowest
scores were Spatial Memory (mean = 8.3), Word Order (mean = 8.0},
Reading/Decoding (mean = B4.5) and Read1ng/Understanding (mean =
89.2). These patterns were consistent with the patterns reported
by A. Kaufman and N. Faufman (1987) for LD students. Finally, when
i processing preference 1ic indicated, 1t is more litely to be a SIM
preference as opposed to a SED preference,

It should be noted that 11% of the students without a severe
LD dicplayed a procecssing preference (S5IM or SEQ) ac compared to
about 50% of nonexceptional children in the standardizatien sample,
A. Kaufman and N. Kaufman (198%) have noted that the lack of a
processing preference on the K-AEC for groups of students may also
be i1mportant particularly when both mental processing scores (SIM
and SEQ) are near the Below Average range or lower. It 15 pussible
that 1n such situations, learners lack a viable means of
compensating for weabk=r sti1lls i1n gne area by capitalizing on

strengths in the gther area.

20
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Conclusions
The results of the three studies described 1n this paper as
well as previous research lead to a number of conclusions regarding
the K-ABC and LD students, Since these conclusiens are based an

limited research, they enculd be e.amined ¢

utizou

[0

(1]

1y,

l. Consistent or characteristic patterns of performance gn
the K-ABC for LD as compared to non-LD students are laciing. This
conclusion is similar to the conclusian reached for the WISC-R and
is probably related to variability in defining LD and the use of
school-identified LD students as subjects for studies. This
results 1n great heterogeneity 1n LD samples and difticulties 1n

generalizing results of specific studies tg the LD population az a

whole,

Py

~- The distinguishing factor between students referred for
academic difficulties and subsequently i1dentified as LD and those
not identified as LU is usually the ACH score on the ¥K-ABC. As the
severity aof the LD increases, the greater the difference betwesn
MPC and ACH scores.

3. It 1s important to examine both global scores and sub:sct
scores. As Study 2 rndicates, global scorec may camouflage
similarities or differences in actual subtest performance between
groups of students,

4. The K-ABC ACH scale does not appear to represent a unitary
trait for students with learning problems. Use of the Verbal

Intelligence Composite {composed of the Expressive Vocabulary,

21
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Faces ¥ Flaces, Riddles and Arithmetic subtests) and Reading
Composite (composed of the Reading/Dacoding and
keading/Understanding subtests), proposed by kamphaus and Reynolds
(1987) may facilitate interpretaticn of the ACH scale. As Studv 2
demonstrated the students with learning praoblems did not perfara
uniformly on the subtests composing the ACH scale.

. The majority of studies with LD students reveal mean SIN
sccres greater than mean SEQ scores. The statistical significance
of these results varies from nonsignificant to significant,
Practical s:gnificance, however, may involve an examination of the
number of individual students having a significant SIM , SE@
pattern or, in some cases, a SEQ » SIM pattern,

6. In contrast to the standardization cample, a large
praportion of individual students with learning prehblems exhibited
a SIM = SEQ pattern. At the same time, overall SIM, SEQ and MPC
were most often 1n the low average range. Thus, one might
speculate that this lower level of measured ability coupled with a
lack of processing preference may play a role in the lower level gf
achievement as originally hypcthesized by kaufman and kaufman
(1983).

7. When a processing preference was shown by students
referred for learning difficulties, those identified as LD were
most likely to show a SIM > SEQ pattern. With those not tdenti1f;ied
as LD, the pattern was more mixed with some studies showing a

larger percentage of non-LD students showing a SEQ , SIM pattern.
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8. LD students usually obtain their highest k-pEC subtect
scares on SIM subtests such as Gestalt Closure, Matr.« Analogies
and Triangies and the:r lowest subtest scorec on SEQ subteste such
as Hand Mcvemencs, Number Recall and Word GOrder.

9.

om

~
tudy 2

7

(1]

of

(1))

indicates that the pattarn ubtest performance
tor students referred for learning problems are sim:ilar and that
those identified as LD exhibit lower leveles of achievement along
with a similar pattern of subtest scoras ac compared to students
not identified as LD. This suggests that similar intervention
approaches are needed by both groups of students. Perhkaps early
intervention 1n the regular clacsroom might prevent these "at-rig}”
students from becoming LD 1n the future. Clearly these results are
tentative and need further validat:ion.

10. Intervention approaches must be carefully tailored to thne
individual needs of the student. Some students, but not all, may
benefit from a very structured, sequent:al approach tg presenting
new material, whereas other students may benefit from an approach

that emphasizes their strength 1n nonverbal, spatial areas, while

others may reguire a more integrated approach.

[~
o
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Table 1
Means and Standard Deviations for Global Scales on h-AEC by Study
Variable Mean Standard
Daviat:e
Mental Frocessing Composite (MFC)
Stud. 1: Resource Program LD Students 98.47 g.%8
Study 2: Students placed 1n LD 9L 4G 12,15
Students not placed in LD ?1.49 10. 48
Stuly 3t Students diagnosed as Severe LD 94,14 13.87
Students not diagnosed as Severe LD 97.%97 19,40
Simultanecus Processing (SIM)
Study 1: Resaource Program LD Students 102,332 10.12
Study 2: Students placed in L] 97.78 12,635
Students not placed 1n LD 92,34 10.96
Study 3I: Students diagnosed as Severe LD 98,173 1%.49
Students not diagnosed as Severe LD 99.35 17.62
Sequential Processing (SED)
Study 1: Resource Frogram LD Students 93.61 10,66
Study 2: Students placed 1n LD 88.19 12,14
Students not placed 1n LD 2.1 12,43
Study 3: Students diagnosed as Severe LJ 90.47 11.60
Students not diagnosed as Severe LD 92,84 20,96
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Achievement (ACH)
Study 1: Resource Program LD Students 93.78 2.
study Z: Students placed 1n LD B4, 77 10,
Students not placed 1n LD 90.76 10,
Study 3: Students diagnozed as Severe LD 89.824 6.
Students not diagnosed as Severe LD 94.10 19.

Note. Sample sizes: Study 1: 18; Study 2: 32 placed in LD, 25 not
placed in LD; Study 3: 32 diagnosed as Severe LD, 35 not di1agnosed

as Severe LD.
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Table 2

Correlations Among the Global Scales of thea V-ABC by Study

Study 1: Resource Frogram LD Studente (n = 18)

Yariable SEQ SIM ACH
MFC 390770 % B9 C31( 480 xes
SED 048(.08) L120.19)
SIM CT20.80) ks

Study 2: Students referrec for LD placement (n = 137)

Variable SEQ SIM ACH
MPC .78(.83) % 900.94)+ 39(.07)
SED AT S0 JASLLGT
SIM S0 62) %

Study 3: Students referred as Severely LD i{n = 47)

Variable SEQ SIM ACH
HFC . GE* TS AR
SEQ T b7
SIN b6t

Correlation coefficients reported 1n parentheses are corrected for
restriction in range via Guilford's formula (Guilford, 1934)

¥p < .001 ¥¥p ¢ .01 xexp L 05
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Table 3
Global Scale Relatianships on the K-ABC by Group
Study 2: Students Referred for LD Placement (n = {24)
LD non-th
Sequential * Simult-neous 7 (9% 8 (17%)
Sequential < Simultaneous 26 (334 7 (15%)
Sequenti1al = Simultaneous 4% (38%) 71 (68%
Study J: Students Referred acs Severely LD (n = 47)
Severely LD Not Severely LD

Sequential » Simultaneous 1 (4% 4 (11%)
Sequential . Simultaneous 17 (41%) 0 (0%
Sequential = Simultaneous 18 (357 71 (89%)

Mote: Fercentage is by group (LD, non-LD)
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FIGURE 1

K-ABC and WISC-R Global Scale Scores for
Children Placed and Not Piaced in LD
110
LEGEND
05 1 ___ Placedin LD
— ____ Not Placed in LD
100 +
0o B
S
(7]
v 9 4
3
5
& 85 4
80 +
75 +
70 ¢ } ! + | ; }
MPC SEQ SIM ACH FS!Q viQ PiQ
Global Scale

(Y]
ot



FIGURE 2

' K-ABC Mental Processing Subtest Scores
for Children Placed and Not Placed in LD
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FIGURE 3

Standard Score

K-ABC Achievement Subtest Scores for
Children Placed and Not Placed in LD
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